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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

S056760 People, Plaintiff and Respondent
v.

Guy Edward Snook, Defendant and Appellant
The judgment of the Court of Appeal striking the allegations and

true findings of three or more separate violations under section
23175(a) and remanding to the trial court for resentencing is
reversed.  The Court of Appeal is hereby directed to affirm the trial
court’s judgment in its entirety.

Brown, J.
We Concur:

George, C.J.
Mosk, J.
Kennard, J.
Baxter, J.
Werdegar, J.
Chin, J.

S057387 State Farm Fire and Casualty Company, Petitioner
v.

Workers’ Compensation Appeals Board and Patrick A. Leonard, Jr.,
Respondents

[T]he judgment of the Court of Appeal is reversed.

Mosk, J.
We Concur:

George, C.J.
Baxter, J.
Chin, J.
Brown, J.

Dissenting Opinion by Werdegar, J.
I Concur:

Kennard, J.
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S060985 Valley Medical Transport, Inc., Respondent
v.

Apple Valley Fire Protection District et al., Appellants
County of San Bernardino et al., Respondents

On application of amicus curiae California Ambulance
Association and good cause appearing, it is ordered that the time to
serve and file its amicus curiae brief in support of respondents herein
is extended to and including January 20, 1998.

An answer thereto may be served and filed by any party within
twenty days of the filing of the brief.

S062670 People, Petitioner
v.

Los Angeles County Superior Court, Respondent
Melvin Ray J. et al., Real Parties in Interest

On application of real party in interest Melvin J. and good cause
appearing, it is ordered that the time to file and serve real party in
interest’s reply brief on the merits is extended to and including
January 5, 1998.

S060985 Valley Medical Transport, Inc., Respondent
v.

Apple Valley Fire Protection District et al., Appellants
County of San Bernardino et al., Respondents

The application of California State Association of Counties and
the counties of Santa Clara, Fresno, Kern, San Mateo and Tuolumne
for permission to file an amicus curiae brief in support of
respondents, Valley Mmedical Transport, Inc., County of San
Bernardino and Inland Counties Emergency Medical Agency is
hereby granted.

An answer thereto may be served and filed by any party on or
before January 7, 1998.

S062850 In re the Marriage of Lehman
-------------------------------------
Marietta Lehman, Respondent

v.
Jack R. Lehman, Appellant

The application of Ronald G. Reddall, Forensic Economist, for
permission to file an amicus curiae brief in support of respondent is
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hereby granted.
An answer thereto may be served and filed by any party within

twenty days of the filing of the brief.

S062266 People, Respondent
v.

Larry Salvador Martinez, Appellant
Upon request of appellant for appointment of counsel, David H.

Goodwin is hereby appointed to represent appellant on his appeal
now pending in this court.

Appellant’s brief on the merits shall be served and filed on or
before thirty (30) days from the date of this order.

S063524 People, Respondent
v.

Johnny Ardean Hagen, Appellant
Upon request of appellant for appointment of counsel, F. Thos.

Caporael is hereby appointed to represent appellant on his appeal
now pending in this court.

Appellant’s brief on the merits shall be served and filed on or
before thirty (30) days from the date of this order.

S064118 People, Respondent
v.

Caesar Augustus Lopez, Appellant
Upon request of appellant for appointment of counsel, Appellate

Defenders Inc. is hereby appointed to represent appellant on his
appeal now pending in this court.

Appellant’s brief on the merits shall be served and filed on or
before thirty (30) days from the date of this order.

S066479 Timothy Wilson Scott, Petitioner
v.

Orange County Superior Court, Respondent
People, Real Party in Interest

The above-entitled matter is transferred to the Court of Appeal,
Fourth Appellate District, Division Three, for consideration in light
of Hagan v. Superior Court (1962) 57 Cal.2d 767.  In the event the
Court of Appeal determines that this petition is substantially
identical to a prior petition, the repetitious petition shall be denied.




